The relationship between US intensity and conditioned alpha blocking was investigated in a betweengroup design employing 24 human subjects. In all cases, one of three different light intensities was paired with the same tone stimulus. The light intensities used were .602, 1.342, and 2.065 log fL. The three groups of eight subjects each received the same random s~uence and number of stimulus trials in pseudoconditioning, conditioning, and extinction. In pseudoconditioning and extinction, there were 36 unpaired tone and light trials, and in conditioning there were 30 paired tone and light trials. It was found that there was an inverse relationship between light intensity and conditioned alpha blocking. The results were interpreted by extending Pavlov's concept of ultramaximal inhibition.
; heart rate-Zimney, Stern, & Fjeld, 1966; GSR-Boring & Morrow, 1968 ; Kimmel. Kimmel. & Silver, 1%9) . These data support the conclusion that the asymptotic level of the CRs obtained in conditioning depends on the intensity of the US used.
A similar relationship between US intensity and CR magnitude may be present for the EEG, since it has been reported that there is a direct relationship between light intensity and the latency of the alpha blocking response (Cruikshank, 1937 ). An analysis of experiments that have reported varying degrees of supportive evidence for condJtioned alpha blocking suggests that a relatively weak light stimulus can serve as a US (Albino & Burnard, 1964; Jasper & Cruikshank, 1937; Jasper & Shagass, 1941; Shagass & Johnson, 1943) . However, it appears that a relatively weak light stimulus may not serve as an effective US when there are many conditioning trials, since it has been reported by some investigators (Gastaut et aI., 1957; Knott & Henry, 1941; Putney, Erwin, & Smith, 1972) that the increased effectiveness that the CS acquired during the early portion of the conditioning curve eventually decreased when the CS-US presentations continued beyond 15-20 trials. It may have been the case that the repeated presentation of a relatively weak US resulted in the eventual habituation of the UR during the later portions of conditioning, thereby accounting for the decrease in CR magnitude.
In the present experiment, the effect of US intensity on conditioned alpha blocking was examined. Three absolute US intensities that were perceived as being psychologically ditTerent were selected in order to determine their relative effectiveness in producing conditioned alpha blocking. It was predicted that the CS should be a more etTective stimulus in blocking the alpha rhythm in conditioning and extinction as the US intensity (i.e .• perceived brightness) increased.
METHOD Subjects
From a pretest sample of 38 undergraduates enrolled in introductory psychology classes. 24 subjects were selected because the resting EEG contained persistent alpha spindles lasting 2 sec or more and having a peak-to-peak amplitude of at least 35 fI V. The group included 18 females and six males who had a median age of 20 and a range of 17 to 26 years .
Apparatus
The EEG was recorded on a Grass Model 78 electroencephalograph from the scalp of the subject. using gold electrodes placed over the left and right occipital areas (°1, 02) and a reference electrode fastened to the right earlobe. The raw EEG was filtered through a Krohn-Hite variable bandpass fIlter with the 3-dB points set to pass 7.S-12.S Hz. After the filtered alpha was rectified (Grass 7P3 driver amplitier) and then integrated (Grass 7PIO polygraph integrator). it served as the inpu t to the IBM 1800 Data Acquisition and Control System computer. The filtered integrated alpha was recorded by the computer in millivolts when the stimuli were presented. That is. 34 successive . IO-sec readings of the filtered integrated alpha were made. stored on disk for each stimulus period. and punched on IBM cards following each session. Subsequently. the IBM 7094 computer was used to compute the dill'erence scores for each stimulus period by subtracting each read ing from its preceding value. with the exception of the first one (i.e .. X2 -XI = difference score for first .10 sec. Xl -X2 = dill'erence score for second .10 sec. etc.) and then again punched on IBM cards. Therefore. for each stimulus period. there were 33 difference scores. one value for each of the 33 successive . IO-sec readings. where the first three preceded stimulus onset and the remaining 30 occurred during the 3.0 sec of stimulus duration.
Stimulus trials were given to the subject when the first seven alpha waves that occurred during .80 sec satisfied an alpha criterion determined by Digibit programming equipment using a Schmitt trigger to determine the criterion voltage of alpha. The CS was a tone stimulus with a frequency of 450 Hz and an intensity of about 40 dB above the level of audibility. The intensities of the three USs were .602 11. (~) . 1.342 log fI.. (L2). and 2.065 log fI.. (~). The duration of the CSs and USs was always 3.0 sec . During conditioning trials. the CS preceded US onset by 1.1 sec. and both stimuli overlapped each other for another 1.9 sec. at which point the US remained on an additional 1.1 sec. The intertrial interval varied from one trial to the next. but was never less than 10.0 sec. The actual value of the ITI depended on how long it took the subject to satisfy the alpha criterion once 10.0 sec had elapsed since the last trial.
The CS. US.and CS-US trials were presented while the subject sat in a reclining chair inside an industrial acoustics sound-attenuated chamber. The chair was positioned such that the headrest was 130 cm from the opaque window. The light stimuli were projected through the opaq ue window of the test chamber onto a circular target that had a diameter of 30 cm . The tone stimulus was presented through a speaker which was centered immediately below the circular target. Voice contact was made possible from the inside of the .sound-attenuated chamber by using a two-way intercom system.
Procedure
The three groups received the same random sequence and number of stimulus trials in pseudoconditioning. After receiving all the trials. the subject was given a questionnaire that was concerned with the perceived intensity of the CSs and USs. The questionnaire requested the subject to state how intense he thought the CS had been by assigning a score of 1 through 7. where 1 represented a stimulus of very low intensity and 7 a stimulus of very high intensity. Similarly. the subject was also asked to judge the intensity of the three USs that appeared in pseudoconditioning and extinction and to indicate the intensity of the light that was paired with the tone .
RESULTS

Data Reduction
The mean proportion reduction was computed by dividing the session average of the three readings obtained just before stimulus onset into 15 or 30 . to-sec values following stimulus onset for each subject. All statistical analyses on the CS-only and CS-US trials were performed on the individual blocks of trials for each subject. using the mean proportion for 1.1. 1.2. 1.3. and 1.4 sec after tone onset. Since the lSI was 1_1 sec, there were 11 values before the 19 values after light onset during the conditioning trials. Although the mean proportion reduction was computed by using these three . to-sec intervals immediately following the US onset rather than during the lSI, it is important to notice that the UR was not included in the measurement since it occurred later in the interval. A careful inspection of the data showed that the onset of the CR was separated in time from the onset ofthe UR by at least .2 sec. Accordingly. UR magnitude was assessed for the three groups by examining the mean of the proportion reduction that occurred for 1.7. 1.8. 1.9. and 2.0 sec after stimulus onset in conditioning and .7. .8. .9 . and 1.0 sec after tone onset in pseudoconditioning and extinction. In each case. the rationale for selecting the four values for the tone and light trials was to obtain the greatest separation between the various curves. Putney (1973) showed that conditioned alpha blocking occurred from 1.1 to 1.4 sec after stimulus onset. and in the present experiment the greatest suppression of the alpha rhythm occurred .7 sec after light onset in all three conditions of pseudoconditioning. conditioning. and extinction.
Pseudoconditioning
The results of the pseudoconditioning procedure produced obvious differences in the pattern of blocking ofURs and the responses to the CSs. This difference is shown in Figure lA by the 15 successive .10-sec readings following light and tone onset, graphed in blocks of six trials_ As previously stated. the statistical analyses on these data were performed on the individual blocks of trials for each subject by computing the mean proportion reduction for Figure 1 . The pattern of blocking of USs and CSs in pseudoconditioning (A) and extinction (B) for the three groups. The successive set of curves represen ts the average of six trials for the Brst 1.5 sec after stimulus onset. The mean proportion reduction was computed by dIvIding the mean of the three prestimulus difference scores Into each of the 15 .IO-sec readings during stimulus duration.
1.1-1.4 sec after CS onset and .7-1.0 sec after US onset. When the pseudoconditioning data were analyzed using the Mann-Whitney U test, it was found that the US for Group L1 did not differ from the US for Group L2 (U = 24, P > .05) or Group L3 (U = 26 , P > .05). However, there was a significant difference between all USs and CSs (T = 16.5, P < .01), using a Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test. The presence of a significant difference between the first and third block ofCS-only trials in pseudoconditioning (T = 35.5, P < .01) indicated that the CS habituated.
By the third block of CS trials, the three groups were not significantly different from each other (H = .03, P > .SO) when tested with the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance.
Conditioning
The conditioning trials differed from the Pseudoconditioning trials in that pairing the CS with a different US intensity resulted in the increased effectiveness of the tone in blocking the alpha rhythm, for some light intensities but not for others. This is seen in Figure 2 as the mean proportion reduction obtained during conditioning for the three groups. The statistical analyses were again performed on the mean proportion reduction recorded 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4 sec after stimulus onset. Individual comparisons between successive blocks of six trials in conditioning supported the fact that conditioned alpha blocking occurred only for the lowest intensity level. For Group L 1 , the last block of' CS trials in pseudoconditioning was significantly different from the tirst (T = 2, P < .05), second (T = 3, p < .OS), third (T = 1, P < .OS), and fifth (T = 2, p < .05) blocks of conditioning trials, with a nonsignificant difference for the fourth (T = S, p > .OS). Similar comparisons were performed for the other two groups, but none were significant. Even though there was clear evidence of conditioned alpha blocking in the early portion of the conditioning curve of Group L 1 , the effectiveness of the CS in blocking the alpha rhythm eventually decreased , since the difference between the third and fourth block approl;lched significance (X = 2, p < .10) and the comparison between the third and fifth block was marginally significant (X = 1, P < .06). Between-group comparisons indicated that for all tive blocks of conditioning trials taken together, L1 was significantly different from L3 (U = 11, P < .05) , but not from L2 (U = 21, p> .OS). Thus, these results suggest that there was an inverse relationship between the degree of conditioned alpha blocking and US intensity rather than the expected direct relationship.
Inspection of Figure 2 suggests that there may have been an inverse relationship between US intensity and conditioned alpha blocking. However, it was found that the US for Group L1 was not significantly different from that for Group L2 (U = 22, P > .05) or Group L3 (U = 26, P > .05). A closer analysis of the conditioning records suggested that those subjects who showed the greatest degree of conditioned alpha blocking also had a larger UR magnitude. The relationship between the magnitude of the CR and UR was determined by assigning ranks based on increasing mean proportion reduction to the CSs and USs in conditioning that were recorded for the 24 subjects, resulting in a signiticant rank correlation between CR and UR magnitUde (r = .55, P < .05).
The pseudoconditioning and conditioning trials were also analyzed in blocks of two trials instead of blocks of six trials as was shown in Figure 2 in order to observe more closely the habituation and conditioning trends for the three groups. For each block of two trials, the mean proportion reduction was computed for 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 sec after stimulus onset. Running averages seen in Figure 3 were computed for each block, with the exception of the first, by computing the mean of the preceding and succeeding values. Although the data were graphed in the form of running averages, all statistical anal¥ses were performed on the individual two trial blocks prior to averaging. An analysis on the difference scores computed by subtracting the mean of the last two pseudoconditioning CS trials from the mean of the 30 conditioning trials for each subject showed that there was a significant treatment effect between the groups (H = 6.41, p < .05). While there appears to be an immediate decrease in the mean proportion reduction on the first block of conditioning trials for both Group Ll and Group L2, the last block of pseudoconditioning was not significantly different from the first block of conditioning for eithergroup. Other individual comparisons indicated that for the average of the 30 conditioning trials, Group Ll was significantly different from Group L3 (U = 12, P < .05), but not from Group L2 (U = 27, P > .05).
Although for the conditioning trials, Group Ll was not different from Group L2, the trend across trials was not the same. While Group Ll showed a decreasing monotonic trend across trials from the first to the seventh block, Group L2 showed an increasing monotonic trend. This difference in trends was assessed by subtracting the first block from the seventh block for each subject and comparing the difference scores for the two groups, using the Mann-Whitney U test, which was marginally significant (U = 14, p < .06).
Extinction
Following conditioning, the CSs and USs were again presented without being paired, but this time in extinction. These data are shown in Figure lB . When the third block of CS trials in pseudoconditioning was compared with the first of the CS trials in extinction, none of the com parisons were significant. However, the absence of group differences in extinction was accompanied by a progressive increase in the mean proportion reduction for the last two blocks of conditioning trials followed by a sharp decrease on the first block of extinction trials that approached significance (T = 6, P < .10) for Group Ll only.
Analysis of the first six extinction trials for Group Ll showed that the mean proportion reduction decreased from the first to the third and increased from the fourth to the sixth. It was found that the third trial (.51 ) had a signiticantly lower mean proportion reduction than the tirst trial (.63 ) for Group Ll when tested with the sign test (X = I, P < .05, one-tail) ; but nonsignificant differences were obtained for the other two groups (Lx-first trial = .53, third trial = .51, X = 3, p> .05; L..-firsttrial = .64, third trial = .77, X = 3,. P > .05) . Finally, the absence of a significant contrast between the USs in pseudoconditioning with those in extinction (T = 61.5, p > .05) suggested that the repeated presentations of the light during the test session did not result in the habituation of those stimuli.
Latency
A common feature of the CS-only trials and the CS-US trials was that the pattern of blocking resembled a reversed "J" function. To determine whether the latency ofthe smallest value at the base of the "J" function varied in pseudoconditioning and in conditioning, the smallest value that occurred from .2 to 1.2 sec after tone onset was selected for each trial. Figure 4A shows a histogram of the latencies for the three groups in pseudoconditioning and in conditioning. It was found that there was not a significant treatment effect between the three groups with respect to the latency of all CSs in pseudoconditioning (H = 1.01, p > .OS). None of the between-group comparisons were signficant when the latency of the smallest value was examined for conditioning. However, individual comparisons between pseudoconditioning and conditioning indicated that there was a significant difference for Group Ll (T = 1, P < .OS), but no significant difference for Group L z (T = 9, p > .05) or Group L) (T = 11, P > .05), thus suggesting that CRs have longer latencies than other responses. and across the fiye blocks of trials In conditioning (8) for the three groups.
Next. changes in latency measure across blocks of six conditioning trials were examined. These data are shown in Figure 4B . While the form of the latency curve for Group Li was relatively regular. the one for Group L3 showed two reversals oIl. the first to the second and on the second to the third blocks of conditioning trials. With the exception of a statistical difference that approached signiticance between Group Li and Group L3 on the first block of conditioning trials (U = 14. P < .06). none ofthe other between-group comparisons were close to being signiticant. More importantly. across the five blocks of conditioning trials there was not a significant decreasing linear trend in the latency curve for Group Li (L = 376, p > .05), when tested with the L test (Page. 1963 ). Even though there was not evidence of conditioned alpha blocking on the fourth block of conditioning trials for Group Li , the latency of the smallest value was not signiticantly different between the fourth and third (T = to.S. p > .05) or the fourth and tifth (T = 11. P > .05) blocks. Therefore. these data suggest that the decrease in the magnitude of the CR during the later portions of the conditioning curve of Group Li was not accompanied by a decrease in the latency of that response.
Perceived Stimulus Intensity
Finally. the responses from the stimulus intensity questionnaires obtained from the 24 subjects were analyzed in order to determine the perceived distance ofthe three lights uscd as USs. These data are shown in Figure SA as median intensity scores for the three groups. The three groups were found to be significantly ditlerent from each other (H = 11.08. P < .01). When individual comparisons were performed, it was found that L2 was signiticantly more intense than Li (U = 8, p < .01) but significantly less intense than L3 (U = 9. p < .01).
A similar analysis was carried out for the CSs. The median perceived intensity scores for the three groups are shown in Figure SB . Since there was not a signiticant treatment effect (H = 1.49. P > .50), it can be concluded that pairing a tone with a different US did not intluence the perceived intensity of the CS. Therefore. these data suggest that the expected relationship between the absolute and perceived intensity of a stimulus was obtained.
DISCUSSION
The conditioning data indicated that the CS became signiticantly more effective in blocking the alpha rhythm after itwas paired with the least intense US but not with the two more intense light stimuli (see Figures  2 and 3) . In addition, the latency ofthe smallest value at the base of the reversed "J" curve was significantly longer in conditioning than in pseudoconditioning only for Group Li (see Figure 4) . This delay in the us cs Figure 5 . The perceived intensity of the US paired with the CS during conditioning for the three groups (A), as well as the perceived intensity of the CS (B). In all cases, the height of the histogram bars represents the median perceived intensity score for that group. occurrence of the smallest value at the base of the reversed "J" curve is analogous to inhibition of delay that was tirst reported by Pavlov (1927) , who pointed out that the CR did not occur until just prior to UR onset. On the basis ofthese two facts, it was concluded that clear evidence for conditioned alpha blocking occurred only in Group Li .
The tinding of the present study that there was an inverse relationship between US intensity cannot be explained in terms of the habituation of the light stimulus following repeated presentation, since all three USs were equally effective in blocking the alpha rhythm in both pseudoconditioning and extinction Further, it should be recalled that a habituation hypothesis is not consistent with the results of the present experiment, since it would have incorrectly predicted that the least intense US should have been the least effective light stimulus in producing conditioned alpha blocking. In point of fact, the least intense light was the only one that produced clear evidence of conditioned alpha blocking.
Although the inverse relationship between US intensity and conditioned alpha blocking was unexpected, the results of the present experiment are consistent with the results of previously reported EEG conditioning studies in three different ways. First, the conditioning curve for Group Li did show clear evidence that stable CRs were present. It is of interest to contrast the conditioning curve for Group Li (see Figure 3 ) with the one reported by Putney, Erwin, and Smith (1972) for their condition in which a response was made at light offset as in the present study, and the US intensity used was similar to the one used here. In both experiments, the form of the pseudoconditioning curve appeared to be monotonically increasing. while the form of the conditioning curves was monotonically decreasing over the first 15-20 trials. Similar conditioning curves were also found by other investigators who also used a relatively weak US and found evidence of conditioning (Jasper & Cruikshank. 1937 ; Jasper & Shagass. 1941; Putney. 1973 ; Shagass. 1942; Shagass & Johnson, 1943) . Second, the decreasing etTectiveness of the CS in blocking the alpha rhythm in the conditioning curve of Group L2 represents little or no support for the occurrence of conditioning. These data resemble the results of those investigators (Escover et aI., 1964; Milstein, 1%5; Stern et al., 1961) who used a relatively intense US and only found evidence of sensitization. Third, with the most intense light stimulus, not even sensitization occurred during conditioning. In fact, the most intense US did not seem to intluence the pattern of alpha blocking to the CS in conditioning, since none of the comparisons with the tone-only trials in pseudoconditioning were significant. Further, the conditioning curve in Figure 3 was just an extension of habituation for L 3 . Therefore. a close examination of previous studies on conditioned alpha blocking as well as the findings of the present experiment suggest that, over the range of stimulus values studied, there is an inverse. rather than a direct. relationship between US intensity and the magnitud~ of the CR.
The increase in the proportion reduction of the conditioning curve for Group Ll beyond the 18th trial could be interpreted as a nonassociative change. It has been suggested that conditioned alpha blocking can be accounted for in terms of the return of the orienting response (OR) to the CS that occurs when the tone is first paired with the US during the early conditioning trials (Davidoff & McDonald, 1964; Milstein, 1%5; Stern et aI. 1%1) . Even the immediate drop in the conditioning curves for the Ll and L2 groups that occurred on the first two trials when the tone was paired with the light cannot be explained by those assumptions and predictions generated by an OR explanation. An OR explanation predicts that the amount of drop in the conditioning curve resulting from the pairing of a habituated tone with a light stimulus should be a function of the absolute intensity of the light stimulus used. In the present experiment, the greatest decrease in the conditioning curve across the first 15 trials was found for Group Ll rather than for the other two groups. Further, since additional conditioning trials resulted in a decreasing monotonic trend for Group Ll that continued beyond the 15th trial. it can be concluded that repeated tone-light pairings resulted in a gradual associative change instead of the abrupt occurrence of a sensitized response.
The inverse light-intensity relationship between light intensity and the degree of blocking the alpha rhythm could have occurred because the subjects did not follow the experimenter's instructions and closed their eyes when the more intense stimuli came on, since many of the subjects reported sponaneously to the experimenter that the L2 and L3 lights were "very bright" and "painfully bright," respectively. Of course, by closing the eyes, the intensity and the degree of painfulness associated with the L2 and L3light would decrease. An anticipatory tendency to close the eyes with the higher light intensities would require a warning stimulus to inforn1 the subject when the intense USs were to appear. During conditioning, the CS could have functioned as a warning stimulus so that those subjects receiving either the L20r L3 USs could have closed their eyes during tone onset, a fraction of a second prior to light onset, thereby attenuating the DR. If this response strategy was indeed adopted by the subjects in the L2 and L3 grou ps, then the unattenuated UR should still be recorded under those conditions where the tone stimulus did not reliably precede light onset. Because the URs to the three USs were not significantly different from each other in pseudoconditioning and extinction as compared with conditioning, it is concluded that the obtained results cannot be explained in terms of voluntary eye closing on the part of the subject.
Alternatively, the decreased responding to intense stimuli could have occurred involuntarily on the part of the subject. Pavlov (1927) called the decreased responding generated by CSs exceeding a certain intensity ultramaximal inhibition. "Pavlov thought of this as a protective inhibition, and he gave great emphasis to the fact that when the physiological stimulus becomes too intense, which might lead to destruction or damage to nerve cells, the organism protects itself through inhibition" (Gantt, 1958, p. 173) . There are several lines of evidence that support the extension of the concept of ultramaximal inhibition to explain the results of the experiment. A recent study by Barry and Beh (1972) suggested that the change in amplitude of the EEG showed a nonmonotonic relationship to the intensity of the light stimulus when three different intensities of 1.30, 1.98 , and 2.67 log fL were used in which the maximum blocking occurred for the middle amplitude. Cruikshank (1937) reported that there was an inverse relationship between blocking time and light intensity when the stimulus values ranged from 1.0 to 10~ fl. There is also extensive evidence from the Soviet literature (Razran, 1%1) that there is an inverted "U" function between shock intensity and the magnitude of vasodilation and/or vasoconstriction.
The concept of ultramaximal inhibition can be extended to include the effects of the Llo L2, and L3 light intensities on the alpha rhythm as follows. The fact that there was a significant rank order correlation between the degree of conditioned alpha blocking and UR magnitude would suggest that the effectiveness of a particular light stimulus as a US in conditioning is related to the effect which it has in blocking the alpha rhythm. The Ll light was relatively more effective in blocking the alpha rhythm, and at the same time it served as the only effective US in producing conditioned alpha blocking. When the intensity of the US was increased to that of L2 or even L 3 , then the degree of blocking the alpha rhythm decreased and the amount of conditioned alpha blocking decreased as well. Several assumptions can be generated from these facts. First, the relationship between light intensity and its effect on alpha blocking can be described as an inverted "U" function. Second, the effectiveness of a light stimulus in functioning as an adequate US is related to the amount of blocking in the alpha rhythm that results. Third, those lights on the ascending arm ofthe inverted "u" function are reinforcing USs, while those on the descending arm are inhibitory.
From the three assumptions, it is possible to explain the results of the present experiment using the following argument. The transition from pseudoconditioning to conditioning resulted in a sharp decrease in the mean proportion reduction for both Ll and L2 groups, which probably was due to a sensitization effect resulting from the pairing of the CS with the US for the first time (see Figure 3) . However, it is important to note the difference between the conditioning curves for Ll and L2• Although the initial decrease in the mean proportion reduction for both groups may have been due to sensitization, the curve for Group Ll continued to decrease up to Trial 18, while that of Group L2 increased across the conditioning trials. The conclusion that sensitization contributed very little to the Ll conditioning curve can be inferred from the significantly longer latency of the smallest value at the base of the reversed "J" pattern of blocking. The decrease in the Group Ll conditioning curve was due to repeated pairing of the CS with a more effective stimulus (i.e., conditioning), while the increase in the Group L2 curve was due to the repeated pairing of the CS with a negative or less effective US (i.e., conditioned inhibition). Similarly, the L3 intensity was the least effective of the US during conditioning, as evidenced by the absence of sensitized effect of the light stimulus on the tone for the first few conditioning trials. In fact, for L3 the mean proportion reduction in the CS-only trials did not differ significantly from the CS-US trials.
The explanations that have been considered thus far do not account for the decrease in the magnitude of the CR that was obtained on Blocks 5 and 6 for Group Ll during conditioning. It is possible that the decreased effectiveness of the CS in blocking the alpha rhythm for the last 10 conditioning trials represents inhibition of reinforcement (Knott & Henry, 1941; Putney, Erwin, & Smith, 1972) . Originally, inhibition of reinforcement was proposed by Hovland (1936) as an explanation of the decrement in the level of GSR conditioning when many CS-US trials were administered. Inhibition of reinforcement appeared to be a possible explanation for the ascending portion of the Ll conditioning curve, since the magnitude of the CR decreased as a function of relatively massed conditioning trials and the degree of conditioned alpha blocking was greater on the third than on the first extinction trial. These observations are consistent with Hovland's hypothesis that inhibition of reinforcement occurs as a function of many CS-UR pairings, as the CS acquires some sort of inhibition that prevents the CR from coming to expression as long as it is paired with the US. By removing the US, the inhibition dissipates and the CR is again expressed as a change in performance.
The position that has been expressed in the present paper is that conditioned alpha blocking may be considered "labile" responses because their occurrence depends on a variety of factors such as the intensity ofthe US, the number of conditioning trials, and possibly the lSI. This does not necessarily mean that claS'sical conditioning of the EEG is any more or less labile than the classical conditioning in the eyelid, heart rate, GSR, or salivation response systems (Kimble, 1961; Stewart, Stern, Winokur, & Fredman, 1961; Razran, 1971) . Some investigators (Visser, 1961; Walter, 1961) have suggested that, for the EEG response system, pairing a CS and a US produces labile responses that could be best interpreted without accounting for these changes in terms of classical conditioning phenomena. Such conclusions concerning the conditionability of the EEG are premature in that they must be preceded by parametric investigations of those variables that have been known for over SO years to determine whether or not CRs do occur. It should not be necessary to remind the reader that the present study is the first US-intensity experiment and only the second parametric investigation on the EEG, even though the phenomenon has been known for more than 40 years. The results of the present study do suggest that although sensitization may account for the initial decrease in the mean proportion reduction on the first few conditioning trials, US intensity still determines the eventual asymptotic level ofthe conditioning curve. Although classical conditioning of the EEG may produce labile CRs, they still behave in much the same way as those that have been obtained on other response systems.
